Interaction of peer relations and delinquency, 1996 by Boddie, William L. (Author) & Horton, Gale (Degree supervisor)
ABSTRACT
SOCIAL WORK
BODDIE, WILLIAM L. B.A., CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, 1993
INTERACTION OF PEER RELATIONS AND DELINQUENCY
Advisor: Dr. Gale Horton
Thesis Dated May, 1996
The overall objective of this study was to explore the
concept of peer attachment among delinquent youth. This
study focused on whether or not delinquent peers pressured
their associates into engaging in delinquent activities; and
the degree of loyalty that the youth have towards their
peers. The study focused on the length of time that a
juvenile spent with his delinquent group. The measurements
of time that the youth spent with the delinquent group was
referred to as frequency, intensity, and duration.
A descriptive research design was used in the study.
The instrument was derived from the National Youth Survey,
which was originally a longitudinal study that was used as a
measurement of peer attachment. The purpose of this study
was to attempt to examine the dynamics of the delinquent
youth population, and to gain a better understanding of how
delinquent values maintain existence among youth.
The population was of 30 male juveniles from the
Lorenzo Benn Youth Development Campus located in Atlanta
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Georgia. The data was collected by self administered
questionnaires. The findings show a significant
relationship between peer attachment and juvenile
delinquency; therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
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Juvenile crimes in America are a common concern among
the nation. Twenty five percent of "seriously violent"
crimes were committed by a juvenile. More than half of
these crimes were committed by a group of juveniles.
Comparing the crimes that were committed by adults, only
1/3 of "seriously violent" offenses that they committed,
were committed by adults in a group.^
These statistics on juvenile offenders and violent
crimes may suggest that it is easier, and more securing for
youth to commit various crimes in groups. According to the
National Crime Victimization Survey of 1995, 51 percent of
youth offenders were white, 41 percent were black, and 8
percent were categorized as other race.^ According to the
National Incident Based Reporting System from the F.B.I. the
peak of youth crimes are at the hour of 3:00 P.M. around the
ending of school hours. Ten percent of all juvenile violent
^Howard Snyder, Melissa Sickmond, "Juvenile Offenders
and Victims: A National Report," Office of Juvenile Justice




offenses occurred at this hour, and decreased throughout
the evening.3
From 1986-1993, the number of youth arrests went from
132 to 205 juveniles per 100,000 juveniles.'* From 1984 to
1990, the homicide rate of youth aged 10 to 19, went from 11
homicides per 100,000 juveniles to 35 homicides per 100,000
juveniles.^ It has been predicted that it has further
increased since that time. The Delinquency Prevention
Office in the U.S. Department of Justice has reported that
55 percent of the crimes that were committed by youth and
young adults under the age of 19, were committed against
other juveniles. Currently there are over 100,000 juveniles
that are incarcerated in the penal system for various
crimes. One tenth of these youth are incarcerated in
California.®
Many politicians are developing a get tough on crime
attitude as a means of solving the increase in juvenile
crimes. The tactic has been in using such terminology as
toward Snyder, Melisa Sickmond, "Juvenile Offenders
and Victims: A National Report," Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delincfuencv Prevention (August 1995): 48.
^Penelope Lemov, "The Assault on Juvenile Justice,"
Governing (December 1994); 26-32.
^Michael Jones and Barry Kirsberg, "Juvenile Crime,
Youth Violence and Public Policy," Images and Reality (June
1994): 1-46.
®Mark Curriden, "Hard Times for Bad Kids," ABA Journal
(February 1995): 66-69.
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instituting swifter, more certain and severe punishments, as
well as the focusing of anti-gang legislation."^ Youth as
young as 13 are now being tried as adults in many states for
various violent crimes.®
On the flipside, youth who may have been given a second
chance by referrals to youth services, many recidivate. A
study conducted on juvenile courts in Arizona and Utah
discovered an alarming rate of recidivism of juveniles: 58
percent burglary, 57 percent truancy, 51 percent
motorvehicle theft, 51 percent robbery, 49 percent larceny
theft, 45 percent forcible rape, 41 percent drug offense, 44
percent aggravated assault, 34 percent shoplifting, 32
percent running away, 30 percent driving under age.® The
referrals that were given to the juveniles in this study
were youth services designed for rehabilitation. These
alarming statistics may suggest that the juvenile services
for those that did recidivate, did not appropriately address
their personal needs, or that the youth services programs do
not meet the assigned objectives.
"^Gordon Bazemore and Mark Umbreit, "Rethinking the
Sanctioning Function in Juvenile Court: Retributive or
Restorative Responses to Youth Crime,” Crime and Delinquency
(July 1995): 296-316.
®Kathy Brown, "Alternatives through Interagency
Collaboration," Leisure Today (April 1996): 35-37.
®Michael Jones and Barry Krisberg, "Juvenile Crime,
Youth Violence and Public Policy," Images and Reality
(1994): 1-46.
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There are many theoretical paradigms regarding the
causes of juvenile delinquency. There is the juvenile
delinquent who may have been biologically predisposed to
delinquent behavior.^® There is the juvenile who may have
acquired delinquent values, as a result of learning these
types of behaviors from members of their family.There is
the juvenile who may have engaged in delinquent behavior in
order to get the attention from his parent, that was not
previously there.
There are also those who may have acquired the behavior
as a result of the association, and internalizing the values
of their peer groups.jt can be argued that the peer group
has more of an influence over the juvenile than his parents
do, when the juvenile is in his adolescence.^^ If this were
the case, this would explain an issue where "Johnny” was
lORarold Vetter, Introduction to Criminolav. (Illinois:
Springfield Illinois Barnstone House, 1974) : 134-146.
^^Joseph Kaufman and Edward Ziglar, "Do Abused Children
Become Abusive Parents?" American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry (1987): 186-192.
i^Kevin Wright and Karen Wright, "Family Life
Delinquency and Crime: A Policy Maker's Guide” OJJDP Summary
(August 1995): 11-29.
i^Mark Warr, "Age, Peers, and Delinquency," Criminology
(1993): 17-38.
^^Judith Smetana and Pamela Asquith, "Adolescents' and
Parents' Conceptions of Parental Authority and Personal
Autonomy,” Child Development (1994): 1148.
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raised by a good family that instilled a strong value system
in him, and he still turned out to be a "jail bird."
Although delinquency may appear to be prevalent in our
society, there are not many viable modes of prevention. Nor
are there many known viable modes of rehabilitation. It is
important to understand some interactions and relationships
that lead to delinquency, in an attempt to attack
delinquency from a proactive view. If one is well versed
in the factors that cause delinquent behavior, one would be
in a better position to take on a preventive role.
There have been certain attempts to prevent or control
delinquent behavior with such means as setting curfew laws,
and holding parents legally responsible for the wrong doing
that their children have committed. One law may be based on
the assumption that if juveniles are off the street at a
certain hour, this will deter crime. The other law may be
based on the assumption that if a parent is held responsible
for a child's actions, the parent then would control, or
discipline their child in order to comply with the law. The
problem with these types of controls are that they disregard
the reasons why the parents and juveniles may behave in
certain ways.
These individuals, parents and juveniles, in both cases
are instead being displaced. Displacement may not always be
the answer. Punishing the parent with the law may not solve
the problem of the parent properly disciplining their child.
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The parent may need services such as parenting classes, or
family counseling services to help correct this problem.
Punishing the juvenile with the law may hinder solving
disciplinary problems in some instances.Some juveniles
may engage in certain delinquent behaviors because of
boredom. It may not be an appropriate measure to take a
bored individual and contain them even more. This could
result in the juvenile becoming even more rebellious. The
way in which policy makers should design policy, is by first
understanding the nature of the individuals that the policy
entails.
Statement of the Problem
The above statistics suggest that juvenile crime has
become problematic in society. There has been an increased
population of youthful offenders incarcerated. There is an
outstanding rate of recidivism among those that were
referred to youth services. There also has been an
increased number of homicides among juveniles within the
past ten years. Because more than half of the violent youth
offenses are committed in groups, this indicates the
importance of studying and understanding the concept of peer
attachment.
Joseph Rankin and Edward Wells, "The Effect of
Parental Attachments and Direct Controls on Delinquency,
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 27 (1990):
140-165.
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Significance and Purpose of the Study
Social work is a profession that spends a great part of
its effort in exploring social systems. The systems may
range from the client's personal system, to other
institutional, or governmental systems. When there is a
flaw in any one or more of these areas, it can have a
devastating effect on the individual.
Juvenile delinquency is a problem that can be a result
of multiple system failures. It has been argued that it is
the lack of guidance and love from the family that causes
the system failure, that in turn influences juvenile
delinquency. It also has been equally argued as the cause
being the lack of education and opportunity for the
juvenile. It is difficult to isolate any one system into
being the exact cause, as a researcher. Although it may not
be feasible to categorize a juvenile delinquent as one who
is a part of a system failure, it is still appropriate as a
social worker to gain an understanding of all possible
influencing factors that the juvenile encounters.
The peer group is a very fundamental part of a
juvenile's life, and in being fundamental, it is also very
influential. The peer group, and attachment, is a system
that is not only important for a criminologist to
understand. It is also important for social workers. The
social worker is the one who has direct contact with these
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individuals in intervening, and attempting to help the
juvenile in restructuring these systems.
Every time a juvenile enters the criminal justice
system, and then recidivates, this is another system
failure. Social workers, being a part of the system, are a
part of the failing process. Everyone in the system fails,
the judges, attorneys, correctional officers, probation
officers, and social workers all fail. We all should take
responsibility in this failure.
The answer to this problem is not to continue to cycle
the juveniles through the criminal justice process, until
eventually all of the troubled ones are imprisoned. When
delinquency has gotten to the point where over 100,000
juveniles are being housed in a correctional setting, it
would almost be appropriate to refer to this as an epidemic.
When there is an epidemic in the medical science world, the
next step would be to search for a cure. Our next step
should be to search for a cure. Peer attachment and
juvenile delinquency are areas that need ample exploration.
A social worker should not, and will not accept failure as
the answer to social problems.
I became interested in the study of juvenile
delinquency in my first year in the Graduate School of
Social Work Program. My first year practicum was in the
juvenile courts. As I listened to the attorneys and judges
squabbling over cases, I noticed a pattern. I began to
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see that a lot of the delinquent behaviors that the
juveniles engaged in, occurred with a group of his peers;
especially the more serious offenses. If this truly were
the case, then it was important to me to have an
understanding of why.. It became important to me because
this is a population that I have a preference in providing
counseling services for. The only way that one will be able
to efficiently and successfully work with a given
population, in any helping profession, is to first acquire
an understanding of the dynamics within that population.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Peer Attachment
A major contributor to the study of peer relationships
as it relates to delinquent behavior was impacted with
Hirschi's social control theory.^ This theory is based on
the notion that delinquency results from a lack of bond or
social tie to society. These bonds are bonds with the
family, friends, school, church, goals and other social
activities. This theoretical standpoint adopts the
principal that the stronger the attachment is to any of
these conventional institutions, the likelihood of
developing delinquent attributes diminishes.
In viewing Hirschi's principal of social controls in a
more concentrated area of concern, Nye looks specifically at
the attachment between the parent and the juvenile. Nye
terms it as direct and indirect parental controls.^ This is
the concept that a parent's direct controls decreases the
^Michael Hindelang, "Causes of Delinquency: A Partial
Replication and Extension," Social Problems (September
1974): 473-477.
^Glen Shields and Richard Clark, "Family Correlates of
Delinquency: Cohesion and Adaptability," Journal of
Sociology and Social Welfare (February 1993): 93-105.
10
11
chances of the juvenile engaging in delinquent behaviors.
Direct controls are where a juvenile is in a position to be
rewarded or reprimanded by a parent in order to reinforce
societal values.
If the child does not engage in delinquent behaviors
for fear of getting into trouble with his parents, then this
is a form of direct parental control. Indirect parental
control is more abstract. It is the idea that there is a
strong attachment between the parent and the youth. In this
strong attachment, the youth is concerned about approval
from the parent. Because he is concerned about their
approval and disapproval, he conforms to the parent's belief
in societal norms, and therefore does not engage in
delinquent types of behavior. The flipside of parental
controls are when the parent's reprimands and punishments
are too severe, or too frequent. It then can actually
increase the chances of delinquency, regardless of parental
attachment.^
In reviewing literature on parental controls, some
questions were raised in regards to parental controls and
attachment. When these controls are removed, do they create
opportunity for crime? What kinds of activities minimize
parental controls and place juveniles in situations where
^Kevin Wright and Karen Wright, "Family Life Deliquency
and Crime: A Policy Maker's Guide," OJJDP Summary (August
1995): 29.
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delinquent behaviors occur?^ It was suggested that more
research be done focusing on these dimensions.
From the standpoint of looking at peer attachment,
Sutherland has developed a theory of differential
association describing the time frame that it takes for an
individual to incur delinquent values.^ He says that the
frequency, duration and intensity of the relationship with
an individual and their peer group are the variables that
are determinants in influencing behavior. Another factor is
how committed and loyal a juvenile is to his delinquent
group.® There have been many studies in regard to the
measurement of these variables. Although these variables
are important in determining attachment, more research needs
to be done concerning the interaction between juveniles that
leads to delinquent behavior.'^ A criticism of the
differential association theory is that it overlooks the
traits of personality in relationship towards criminal
^Velmer Burton et al., "The Impact of Parental Control
on Delinquency," Journal of Criminal Justice 21 (1995):
111-126.
^Ross Matsueda and Karen Heimer, "Race, Family
Structure, and Delinquency: A Test of Differential
Association and Social Control Theories," American
Sociological Review 52 (1987): 826-840.
®Mark Warr, "Age Peers, and Delinquency," Criminology
31 (1993): 19.
"^Gay Armsden and Mark Greenberg, "The Inventory of
Parent and Peer Attachment: And Their Relationship to
Psychological Well-Being in Adolescence," Journal of Youth
and Adolescence 16 (1987): 427-454.
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behavior. Differential association doesn't examine the
individual's behavior before contact was made with their
primary delinquent group.®
An area that deserves equal attention of researchers,
would be to contrast Rankin and Wells' parental control
theory, along with Sutherland's differential association
theory. The challenge would be to attempt to answer the
question of is the lack of parental controls that influences
delinquent behavior, or is it the influence of delinquent
peers that influences the behavior? Or is it the
characteristics of both factors combined that influences
the behavior?®
The next theoretical perspective that plays a role in
peer attachment studies, is Akers' Social Learning Theory.
This has similarities to the differential association
theory, containing components of attachment in relation to
time frames. Where it differs, is that it assumes that when
the juvenile comes in contact with peer associates, he finds
one or more role models that can reinforce or sanction the
behavior of the juvenile. These role models demonstrate
power and control that are similar to parental controls.
The juvenile then imitates the learned behavior, and
®Harold Vetter, Introduction to Criminology (Illinois:
Springfield Illinois Barnstone House, 1974), 112.
^Walter Gove and Robert Crutchfield, "The Family and
Juvenile Delinquency," Sociological Quarterly 23 (June
1982): 301-317.
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internalizes the definitions that are favorable to
delinquent behavior, as opposed to definitions favoring
abiding by the law. Warr did a study that concluded that
recent, rather than early peers have the most effect on
delinquent behaviors. This is supportive of the social
learning theory.
There are conflicting views regarding the nature of the
attachment in delinquent peer groups. One side says that
delinquent groups are very cohesive by nature and provide
emotional support for those who are a part of it.^^ The
other perspective says that these delinquent peer groups
bond together strictly for survival purposes, and the groups
are "cold and brittle.Some studies support the first
theory, while others support the second one. This may
suggest that peer cohesiveness is a function of the
interactions that takes place within the group.
Thrasher described two levels of gang development,
macro and micro levels.The macro level focuses on why
i°Arnold Goldstein and Ronald Huff, The Gang
Intervention Handbook (Illinois: Research Press, 1993),
21-31.
^^Robert Agnew, "The Interactive Effects of Peer
Variables on Delinquency," Criminology 29 (1993): 17-38.
^^Terrence Thornberry, Marvin Kroan and Alan Lizotte,
"The Role of Gangs in Facilitating Delinquent or Criminal
Activity," Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 30
(1993): 55-87.
^^jeffrey Walker et al., "The Evolution of Gang
Formation: Potentially Delinquent Activity and Gang
Involvement," Journal of Gang Research 2 (1993): 39-48.
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gangs form. Thrasher says that gangs may form as a result
of individuals who may collectively experience economic
deprivation. They also may form among individuals raised in
single parent households without a male figure. Formation
of the gang can be a way of filling in for the missing adult
male role model. These youth may engage in behavior that
they feel that best emulates male behavior. Much of this
behavior takes on the persona of delinquency, or criminal
activity.
The micro level focuses on reasons why individuals get
involved in gangs. Cohen believed that juveniles experience
a constant strain in school and can't live up to middle
class expectations. As a result, they are unable to reach
given levels of success. Juveniles that experience these
similar feelings, band together and form gangs. The longer
these gangs stay together, they become more rebellious, and
increase involvement in delinquent activities.
Snyder and Patterson say that the socialization among
dysfunctional families lead to antisocial types of behavior.
These behaviors that were learned from home are exhibited by
the juvenile away from home. The end result is that they
^^William Sanders, "Gang Bangs and Drive Bys: Grounded
Culture and Juvenile Gang Violence," Social Problems (1994):
198-212.
Jeffrey Walker et al., "The Evolution of Gang
Formation: Potentially Delinquent Activity and Gang
Involvement, "Journal of Gang Research (1993): 46.
are rejected by teachers and peers.These juveniles then




To have an understanding of peer relationships and
delinquent behavior, it is equally important to acquire an
understanding of how juvenile delinquency is defined. Cohen
and other traditional sociologist have defined juvenile
delinquency as "a violation of institutional norms that are
shared and recognized as legitimate within the social
system. Cloward and Ohlin have defined delinquency as the
detection of acts that result in punishment of the
individual committing these acts by the "agents of social
control.
Thrasher's social disorganization theory of juvenile
delinquency says that there are two models that exist.
There is the strain model and the control model. The strain
model is a compilation of frustration of needs and wants.
Delinquency occurs as a result of the individual feeling
that their goals of achieving what they want cannot be
^®James Snyder and Gerald Patterson, "Family
Intervention and Delinquent Behavior," Handbook of Juvenile
Delinquency (1987): 216-243.
I’^Marc Leblanc and Marcel Frechette, Male Criminal
Activity From Childhood Through Youth (New York: Verlag New
York Inc., 1989), 1-29.
isibid., 5.
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achieved by any other means. The control model assumes that
there is a struggle for all persons to meet their personal
gratifications. Controls act either to punish, or reward
individuals into conforming to societal norms, or deviating
into acts of delinquency
Fleisher conducted a study on the Crips and Blood gang
members in the California area. He found that in many
cases, youth left home and joined gangs to escape abuse or
abandonment. Fleisher claimed that these youth developed
what he called a "defensive world.
The youth developed attributes that are characterized
by six principles: (1) The juveniles feel vulnerable and
feel as though they need to defend themselves. (2) The youth
believe that they cannot trust anyone, and (3) need to
maintain an emotional distance from others. (4) They use
violence and intimidation as a means of maintaining this
distance. (5) The youth are attracted to others who display
similar defensive types of behavior. (6) Lastly, the youth
feel as though nobody is out there to help them, and they
have to do whatever they need to do to get what they want.^i
i^Ruth Kornhauser, Social Sources of Delinquency
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), 21-50.
^ORevin Wright and Karen Wright, "Family Life
Delinquency and Crime: A Policy Maker's Guide," OJJDP
Summary (August 1995): 15.
2ilbid.
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Emile Durkheim was the first to look at deviant
behavior as being a normal function in society. He saw the
larger society as being heterogeneous and constantly
fluctuating, therefore all members in society will be
raised by different forms of socialization. This is what
makes deviant behavior possible, according to Durkheim.22
American society places a heavy emphasis and importance
on material wealth. Merton has identified five different
avenues of adapting to the high value of wealth. The first
avenue is conformity. Here, an individual has accepted the
overall societal values, and conventional means of achieving
their goals. The second adaptation is innovation. This is
where the individual accepts the societal goals, but does
not accept the conventional means of achieving these goals.
This person may be inclined to do whatever is necessary to
achieve their monetary goals, regardless of societal values,
or laws.23
The ritualistic adaptation is where the individual has
abandoned the goals of high wealth, and develops lower
expectations as a means of dealing with the frustrations.
This person may go through the motions of working a regular
job, but may not enjoy the work that he does. The next form
22william Kvaraceus and Walter Miller, Delinquent
Behavior (District of Columbia: National Association of the
United States, 1960), 56-113.
23ibid., 76.
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of adaptation is referred to by Merton as retreatist. This
is the group of individuals classified as drug addicts,
alcoholics, homeless, etc. These persons have retreated
from society as a means of dealing with their stresses. The
final adaptation, rebellion, is where a person is not
satisfied with the goals or values in society, and works to
bring about a change in social stratification.24
Miller was interested in defining values of the
delinquent subculture. Miller identified six focal concerns
among delinquent youth. He implied that the delinquent
subculture defined these six focal concerns in a different
way than the middle class population of youth. He says that
staying out of trouble to the delinquent population means to
avoid trouble, or run ins with the law. In defining
toughness, to be tough means to show no fear, wear tattoos,
and show no remorse towards others. Miller also said that
there is an over concern with the sense of masculinity
within this subculture. 25
The next focal concern is smartness. Smartness, to the
delinquent subculture is seen as the ability to outsmart, or
outcon others. The middle class population may see
smartness in reference to how easily one may be inclined
24william Kvaraceus and Walter Miller, Delinquent
Behavior (District of Columbia: National Association of the
United States, 1960), 99.
25Harold Vetter, Introduction to Criminology (Illinois:
Springfield Illinois Barnstone House, 1974), 134-146.
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academically. According to Miller, The delinquent
subculture may define excitement as having access to
engaging in high risk behaviors such as sex, alcohol, drugs,
etc. In reference to how this subculture identifies with
fate, it has generally been a feeling that they have no
control of their own destiny. Lastly, autonomy is seen as a
value of expression. Miller says that this expression is
shown by negative attitudes toward controlling
establishments, and other forms of authority.^6
Statement of the Hypothesis
There will be no statistically significant relationship
between the relationship between peer attachment and
juvenile delinquency.
Theoretical Orientations
The theoretical framework of this study is the
Differential Association Theory. The theory of differential
association says that it is the frequency, duration, and
intensity of the relationship with delinquent peers that
influences delinquent behaviors. The dependent variables
are delinquent behaviors. The independent variable is the
attachment that the juvenile has to his delinquent group.
26Harold Vetter, Introduction to Criminology (Illinois:
Springfield Illinois Barnstone House, 1974), 103.
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TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
Attachment. The degree to which the juvenile feels
close to his peer group; the degree to which the juvenile
feels that he fits in with his peer group; and the degree
to which the juvenile feels that his peer group cares about
him.
Frecmency. The number of times that a juvenile spends
with his peer group within a given time frame.
Duration. The length of time in hours, months, and or
years that the juvenile has spent with his peer group.
Intensity. The closeness of the relationship between
youth and significant others who engage in delinquent
activities.
Delinquent Behaviors. Status offenses: Drinking under
age. Misdemeanors: Pandering, disorderly conduct,
obstruction of justice, vandalism, etc. Felonies:
Using/selling/ distributing illegal drugs, burglary,




I conducted a descriptive questionnaire study on the
relationship between the juvenile and his peer group. The
majority of research in this field has been focused around
the concept of peer attachment. This theoretical concept
would denote the idea that persons who have attachment to a
peer group with delinquent values, may be prone to engage in
delinquent behaviors themselves.
The types of questions that I explored were, "Does the
delinquent feel close to his peer group?" "Does the peer
group reinforce behaviors when the juvenile engages in
delinquent acts?" "Does the parent reinforce such
behaviors?" "Do delinquent peer groups pressure the youth to
engage in delinquent behavior?" These are questions that
were important to get a better understanding of how
delinquent values and behaviors maintain its existence.
Sampling
I administered questionnaires to a non-probability
sample. The population is composed of male incarcerated
juveniles that are residing at the Lorenzo Benn Youth
22
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Development Campus. I gathered data from a population of 30
males aging from 13-17 years of age.
The characteristics of this sample are that these
individuals are in a special unit in the Youth Development
Campus for those who have either sold, used, or abused
illegal drugs. A good many of them may have committed other
types of crimes along with the drug charges. These offenses
may range from burglary, and robbery, to aggravated assault,
and in some cases, even murder. The majority of these youth
come from lower middle class to lower class households, and
many of them may have been raised in single parent homes.
In gathering my data I was certain not to make any
notes of identification of the juveniles in my research
project. I notified all students that to participate in the
study is optional. I followed all rules and regulations
regarding ethical standards and confidentiality as
prescribed by the Department of Children and Youth Services.
Data Collection Procedure
I used questions from the National Youth Survey, which
is designed to test for peer attachment, and delinquent
behaviors. The National Youth Survey was originally a
longitudinal survey of delinquency that was conducted by the
Behavior Research Institute in Boulder, Colorado. The
survey was a national probability sample of 1,725 youth aged
24
11 to 17.^ There were five consecutive questionnaires given
each year from 1976 to 1980. These five were used in
analyzing the data.^ I used specific parts of this survey
to test for the variables of peer attachment: duration,
frequency and intensity.
Most studies that are conducted on peer attachment and
delinquency, use parts of the National Youth Survey as a
tool for deriving their data. The scales of the youth
survey were designed to measure the variables classified
under the differential association theory, as well as the
social control, and social learning theories. The National
Youth Survey is known as being one of the most complete
measures of delinquency, but it has been criticized as
having low reliability on the delinquency scales. This is
noted as a limitation of the crime scales.^
The types of questions that were used to measure peer
attachment were such questions as "How much do you agree, or
disagree with these statements; {Choices: strongly disagree,
disagree, agree, strongly, agree} 'Fit in well with friends;
Friends take an interest in my problems; Feel close to
friends; Friends listen to my problems; Feel close to my
^Robert Agnew, "The Interactive Effects of Peer
Variables on Delinquency," Criminolay 29 (1991): 55.
^Mark Warr, "Age Peers and Delinquency," Criminology 31
(1993): 19.
^Velmer Burton et al. "The Impact of Parental Controls
on Delinquency," Journal of Criminal Justice 21 (1995): 114.
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friends.'" To measure frequency duration and intensity of
the peer relationship, I asked such questions as, "How many
afternoons on average, did you spend a week with friends?
On average, how many evenings did you spend with friends?
On average, how many hours did you spend with friends on
weekends? (frequency and duration). To measure intensity, I
asked, "Would you like to be the kind of person, your
closest friend is?"
The survey administered contained 74 questions. There
were six questions that were demographic related. Six
questions focused on the length of time that the youth
spends with friends. Seven questions were geared to measure
attachment to parents. There were also seven questions that
measured the time that the youth spends with family members.
There were eight questions that focused on how the
youth feels that his parents view him. Six questions
focused on how the youth perceives that their parents feel
about them engaging in delinquent activities. Nine
questions were about how the youth perceives that their
closest friends feel about them engaging in delinquent
activities. There were also nine questions about how the
youth feels about delinquent activities. Lastly, there were
eight questions that focused on how many of the youth's




The data was analyzed by use of frequencies,
percentages, means, standard deviations and T-Tests. An
analysis was made of the frequency distributions and the




The first part of the presentation of the findings were
based on demographics. The findings also reflect how the
individual was influenced by friends and family in regards
to delinquent activities. The second part of the findings
were based on the questions that were specifically related
to the variables of peer attachment and delinquent















St. dev. = 1.113
Two of the participants were 14 years old (6.7%). Eight of
the participants were 15 years old (26.7%). Six of the
participants were 16 years old (20.0%). Eleven of the
participants were 17 years old (36.7%). Two of the
participants were 18 years old (6.7%). One participant








St. dev. = .000
All 30 of the subjects of the study were males.
TABLE 3








G. E. D. 10.0
100.0
mean = 9.889
St. dev. = 1.340
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Four of the youth were in the eighth grade (13.3%). Eight
of the youth were in the ninth grade (26.7%). Seven of the
youth were in the tenth grade (23.3%). Three of the youth
were in the eleventh grade (10.0%). Five participants











St. dev. = 1.104
Twelve of the participants (40%) were white. Seventeen of
the participants (56.7%) were blaclc. One of the
participants (3.3%) was native American.
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TABLE 5













Five of the youth's family income (16.7%) was under $8,000.
Four of the youth’s income (13.3%) was in the range of
8- $12,000. Three of the youth's income (10.0%) was in the
range of 12-$18,000. Five of the youth's family income
(16.7%) was in the range of 19-$23,000. Five of the youth's
family income (16.7%) was in the range of 24-$30,000. Four
of the youth’s family income (13.3%) was above $30,000.
Four answers were missing.
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TABLE 6
WHO DO YOU LIVE WITH
(N=30)
Live with Percent
Mother and father 30.0
Mother only 43.3
Father only 0.0
Mother and stepfather 16.7








St. dev. = .000
Nine participants (30.0%) lived with their mother and
father. Thirteen of the participants (43.3%) lived with
their mother only. Five of the participants (16.7%) lived
with their mother and stepfather.
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TABLE 7
WHEN YOU STAY AT HOME IS THERE A GROUP







St. dev. = .346
Four of the participants (13.3%) reported that they didn't
have a group of friends that they would hang around. Twenty
six participants (86.7%) reported that they did have a group
of friends that they would hang around.
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TABLE 8
ON AVERAGE HOW MANY WEEKDAY










St. dev. = 1.085
One participant (3.3%) spent an average of one weekday
afternoon with friends. One participant (3.3%) spent an
average of two weekday afternoons with friends. Six
participants (20.%) spent an average of three weekday
afternoons with friends. Six participants (20.0%) spent an
average on four weekday afternoons with friends. Sixteen




ON AVERAGE HOW MANY WEEKDAY EVENINGS











St. dev. = 1.431
One participant (3.3%) spent no weekday evenings with a
group of friends. Two participants (6.7%) spent an average
of one weekday evening with friends. Four participants
(13.3%) spent an average of two weekday evenings with
friends. Eight participants (26.7%) spent an average of
four weekday evenings with friends. Ten participants




ON WEEKENDS HOW MUCH TIME









St. dev. = .884
One participant (3.3%) reported that they spent very little
time with friends on weekends. Two participants (6.7%)
reported that they spent some time with friends on weekends.
Twelve participants (40.0%) reported that they spent quite a
bit of time with friends on weekends. Fifteen participants

























St. dev. = 29.491
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Three of the participants (10.0%) reported spending four
hours per week with friends. One participant (3.3%)
reported spending five hours per week with friends. Four
participants (13.3%) reported spending twelve hours per week
with friends. Two participants (6.7%) reported spending
fifteen hours per week with friends. Three participants
(10.0%) reported spending twenty hours per week with
friends. One participant (3.3%) reported spending twenty
four hours per week with friends. Four participants (13.3%)
reported spending twenty five hours per week with friends.
One participant (3.3%) reported spending thirty eight hours
per week with friends. One participant (3.3%) reported
spending forty hours per week with friends. One participant
(3.3%) reported spending forty two hours per week with
friends. One participant (3.3%) reported spending forty
eight hours per week with friends. One participant (3.3%)
reported spending seventy hours per week with friends. Two
participants (6.7%) reported spending eighty hours per week
with friends. Two participants reported spending ninety




HOW MUCH HAVE FRIENDS INFLUENCED WHAT




Not too much 16.7
Some 33.3




St. dev. = 1.137
Five participants (16.7%) reported that their friends had
very little influence on what they had thought and done.
Five participants (16.7%) reported that their friends didn't
have too much of an influence on what they had thought and
done. Ten participants (33.3%) reported that their friends
had some influence on what they had thought and done. Nine
participants (30.0%) reported that their friends had quite a
bit of an influence on what they had thought and done. One
participant (3.3%) reported that their friends had a great
deal of an influence on what they had thought and done.
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TABLE 13
WOULD YOU LIKE TO BE THE KIND OF PERSON
THAT YOUR CLOSEST FRIEND IS
(N=30)
Percent







St. dev. = 1.192
Nine participants (30.0%) reported that they wouldn't like
to be like their closest friends at all. Seven participants
(23.3%) reported that they would like to be like their
closest friend in a few ways. Eight participants (26.7%)
reported that they would like to be like their closest
friend in some ways. Five participants (16.7%) reported
that they would like to be like their closest friend in most
ways. One participant (3.3%) reported that they would like
to be like their closest friend in all ways.
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TABLE 14
HOW IMPORTANT IS IT FOR YOU TO HAVE A GROUP
OF FRIENDS AND BE INCLUDED IN THEIR ACTIVITIES
(N=30)
Percent
Not at all 3.3






St. dev. = 1.062
One participant (3.3%) reported that they didn't feel that
it was at all important to be included in their friend's
activities. Twelve participants (40.0%) reported that it
was not too important to be included in the friend's
activities. Nine participants (30.0%) reported that it was
somewhat important to be included in their friend's
activities. Five participants (16.7%) reported that they
thought it was pretty important to be included in their
friend's activities. Three participants (10.0%) reported




HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH










St. dev. = 1.088
One participant (3.3%) reported that they were very
dissatisfied with their group of friends. Four participants
(13.3%) reported that they were somewhat dissatisfied with
their group of friends. Five participants (16.7%) reported
that they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with their
group of friends. Thirteen participants (43.3%) reported
that they were somewhat satisfied with their group of
friends. Seven participants (23.3%) reported that they were
very satisfied with their group of friends.
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TABLE 16
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU SHARE THE










St. dev. = 1.042
One participant (3.3%) reported that they shared no
interests with friends. Five participant (16.7%) reported
that they shared a few interests with friends. Five
participants (16.7%) reported that they shared some
interests with friends. Fifteen participants (50.0%)
reported that they shared most interests with friends.




HOW MUCH STRESS AND PRESSURE HAS THERE




Not too much 20.0
Some 33.3
Quite a bit 16.7
100.0
mean = 2.367
St. dev. = 1.098
Nine participants (30.0%) reported that there was little
stress and pressure in their relationship with friends. Six
participants (20.0%) reported that there was not too much
stress and pressure in their relationship with friends. Ten
participants (33.3%) reported that there was some stress and
pressure in their relationship with friends. Five
participants (16.7%) reported that there was quite a bit of
stress and pressure in their relationship with friends.
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TABLE 18
HOW MUCH WARMTH AND AFFECTION




Not too much 10.0
Some 30.0




St. dev. = 1.223
Four participants (13.3%) reported that they received very
little warmth and affection from their friends. Three
participants (10.0%) reported that they didn't receive too
much warmth and affection from friends. Nine participants
(30.0%) reported that they received some warmth and
affection from friends. Ten participants (33.3%) reported
that they received quite a bit of warmth and affection from
friends. Four participants (13.3%) reported that they
received a great deal of warmth and affection from friends.
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TABLE 19
HOW MUCH ENCOURAGEMENT AND




Not too much 3.3
Some 43.3




St. dev. = 1.185
Five participants (16.7%) reported that they felt very
little support and encouragement from friends. One
participant (3.3%) reported that they didn’t receive too
much support and encouragement from friends. Thirteen
participants (43.3%) reported that they received some
support and encouragement from friends. Eight participants
(26.7%) reported that they received quite a bit of support
and encouragement from friends. Three participants (10.0%)




HOW MUCH LOYALTY DO YOU AND YOUR




Not too much 10.0
Some 16.7
Quite a bit 36.7
A great deal 33.3
100.0
mean = 3.867
St. dev. = 1.106
One participant (3.3%) reported that there was very little
loyalty among their friends. Three participants (10.0%)
reported that there wasn't too much loyalty among their
friends. Five participants (16.7%) reported that there was
some loyalty among their friends. Eleven participants
(36.7%) reported that there was quite a bit of loyalty among
their friends. Ten participants (33.3%) reported that there
was a great deal of loyalty among their friends.
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TABLE 21










St. dev. = 1.163
Two participants (6.7%) reported that they never took a part
in family activities. Three participants (10.0%) reported
that they took a part in family activities once or twice.
Seven participants (23.3%) reported that they took a part in
family activities three or four times. Eleven participant
(36.7%) reported that they took a part in family activities
on a monthly basis. Seven participants (23.3%) reported
taking a part in family activities on a weekly basis.
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TABLE 22












St. dev. = 2.109
One participant (3.3%) reported living with their families
for six years. Four participants (13.3%) reported living
with their families for fourteen years. Ten participants
(33.3%) reported living with their families for fifteen
years. Six participants (20.0%) reported living with their
families for sixteen years. Seven participants (23.3%)
reported living with their families for seventeen years.
One participant (3.3%) reported living with their family for












St. dev. = 2.887
Two participants (6.7%) reported that they lived with their
families for five months. One participant (3.3%) reported
that they lived with their family for ten months. Twenty
seven participants (90.0%) didn't respond to the question.
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TABLE 24
HOW OFTEN HAVE YOU BEEN STAYING IN




















One participant (3.3%) reported they never stayed in touch
with family members since they have been incarcerated. Two
participants (6.7%) reported they stayed in touch with
family members once or twice. Two participants (6.7%)
reported they stayed in touch with family members three to
four times. Three participants (10.0%) reported they stay
in touch with family members on a monthly basis. Twelve
participants (40.0%) reported they remain in touch with
family members on a weekly basis. Nine participants (30.0%)
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reported they remain in touch with family members more than
once a week. One participant (3.3%) didn't respond to the
question.
TABLE 25
HOW MUCH HAVE YOUR PARENTS INFLUENCED









St. dev. = 1.322
Seven participants (23.3%) reported that their parents had
very little influence on what they had thought and done.
Nine participants (30.0%) reported that their parents had
some influence on what they had thought and done. Eleven
participants (36.7%) reported that their parent had quite a
bit of influence on what they had thought and done. Three
participants (10.0%) reported that their parents had a great
deal of an influence on what they had thought and done.
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TABLE 26
HOW IMPORTANT HAVE THE THINGS YOU'VE
DONE WITH YOUR FAMILY BEEN TO YOU
(N=30)
Percent
Not at all 3.3






St. dev. = 1.008
One participant (3.3%) reported that the activities that
they have done with their parents were not at all important
to them. One participant (3.3%) reported that the
activities with their parents were not too important to
them. Four participants (13.3%) reported that the
activities with their parents were somewhat important to
them. Eleven participants (36.7%) reported that the
activities with their parents were pretty important to them.
Thirteen participants (43.3%) reported that the activities
with their parents were very important to them.
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TABLE 27
HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH YOUR









st. dev. = .937
Two participants (6.7%) reported that they were somewhat
dissatisfied with their relationship between their parents.
Five participants (16.7%) reported that they were neither
satisfied nor dissatisfied with their relationship between
their parents. Ten participants (33.3%) reported that they
were somewhat satisfied with their relationship between
their parents. Thirteen participants (43.3%) reported that




THINK OF YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR PARENTS




Not too much 10.0
Some 36.7




St. dev. = 1.217
Five participants (16.7%) reported that there was very
little stress and pressure in their relationship with their
parents. Three participants (10.0%) reported that there
wasn't too much stress and pressure in their relationship
with their parents. Eleven participants (36.7%) reported
that there was some stress and pressure in their
relationship with their parents. Eight participants (26.7%)
reported that there was quite a bit of stress and pressure
in their relationship with their parents. Three
participants (10.0%) reported that there was a great deal of




HOW MANY WEEKDAY AFTERNOONS DID











St. dev. = 1.299
Three participants (10.0%) reported they spent no weekday
afternoons with family members. Nine participants (30.0%)
reported they spent an average of one weekday afternoon with
family members. Ten participants (33.3%) reported they
spent an average of two weekday afternoons with family
members. Three participants (10.0%) reported they spent an
average of three weekday afternoons with family members.
Four participants (13.3%) reported they spent an average of
four weekday afternoons with family members. One
participant (3.3%) reported they spent an average of five
weekday afternoons with family members.
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TABLE 30




















St. dev. = 1.267
Three participants (10.0%) reported they spent no weekday
evenings with family members. Nine participants (30.0%)
reported they spent an average of one weekday evening with
family members. Seven participants (23.3%) reported they
spent an average of two weekday evenings with family
members. Seven participants (23.3%) reported they spent an
average of three weekday evenings with family members. Two
participants (6.7%) reported they spent an average of four
weekday evenings with family members. One participant
(3.3%) reported they spent an average of five weekday
evening with family members. One participant (3.3%) didn't
respond to the question.
TABLE 31




Not too much 16.7
Some 53.3




St. dev. = .999
Two participants (6.7%) reported that they spent very little
time with family members on weelcends. Five participant
(16.7%) reported that they didn't spend too much time with
family members on wee)cends. Sixteen participants (53.3%)
reported that they spent some time with family members on
weelcends. Four participants reported that they spent quite a
bit of time with family members on weelcends. Three
participants (10.0%) reported that they spent a great deal
of time with family members on weekends.
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TABLE 32
SOMETIMES IT IS NECESSARY TO LIE TO PAI^NTS










st. dev. = 1.486
Six participants (20.0%) reported they strongly disagree it
is necessary to lie to your parents at times to keep their
trust. Five participants (16.7%) reported they disagree it
is necessary at times to lie to their parents in order to
keep their trust. Eight participants (26.7%) reported they
neither agree nor disagree it is necessary to lie to their
parents at times in order to keep their trust. Eight
participants (26.7%) agree it is necessary to lie to their
parents at times in order to keep their trust. Three
participants (10.0%) reported they didn't know whether or














St. dev. = 1.137
Seven participants (23.3%) strongly disagreed that it is
okay to lie in order to keep their friends out of trouble.
Seven participants (23.3%) disagreed that it is okay to lie
in order keep their friends out of trouble. Ten
participants (33.3%) neither agreed nor disagreed that it is
okay to lie in order to keep their friends out of trouble.
Five participants (16.7%) agreed that it is okay to lie in
order to keep their friends out of trouble. One participant
(3.3%) strongly agreed that it is okay to lie in order to
keep their friends out of trouble.
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TABLE 34
IT MAY BE NECESSARY TO BREAK PARENTS’











St. dev. = 1.278
Seven participants (23.3%) strongly disagreed it is
necessary to break their parents' rules in order to keep
some of their friends. Eight participants (26.7%) disagreed
it is necessary to break their parents' rules in order to
keep some of their friends. Nine participants (30.0%)
neither agree nor disagreed. Four participants (13.3%)
agreed it is necessary to break their parents' rules in
order to keep some of their friends. One participant (3.3%)
strongly agreed it is necessary to break their parents’
rules in order to keep some of their friends. One
participant reported they didn't know whether it is
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necessary to break their parents' rules in order to keep
some of their friends.
TABLE 35
PARENTS AGREE THAT YOU ARE WELL LIKED
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = .785
Two participants (6.7%) reported that their parents would
neither agree nor disagree that they (youth) are well liked.
Eight participants (26.7%) reported that their parents would
agree that they (youth) are well liked. Sixteen
participants (53.3%) reported that their parents would
strongly agree that they (youth) are well liked. Four
participant (13.3%) reported that they didn't know how their
parents would respond to the statement of whether they
(youth) are well liked or not.
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TABLE 36










St. dev. = 1.245
Five participants (16.7%) reported that their parents would
disagree that they (youth) need help. Four participants
(13.3%) reported that their parents would neither agree nor
disagree that they (youth) need help. Nine participants
(30.0%) reported that their parents would agree that they
(youth) need help. Nine participants (30.0%) reported that
their parents would strongly agree that they (youth) need
help. Three participants (10.0%) reported that they don't
know how their parents would respond to the question of
whether they (youth) need help or not.
TABLE 37










St. dev. = 1.279
Twelve participants (40.0%) reported that their parents
would strongly disagree that they (youth) are a bad person
Ten participants (33.3%) reported that their parents would
disagree that they (youth) are a bad person. Two
participants (6.7%) reported that their parents would
neither agree nor disagree that they (youth) are a bad
person. Four participants (13.3%) reported that their
parents would agree that they (youth) are a bad person.
Two participants (6.7%) reported that their parents would
strongly agree that they (youth) are a bad person.
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TABLE 38











St. dev. = 1.311
Eleven participants (36.7%) reported their parents would
strongly disagree with the statement that they (youth) are a
mess up. Seven participants (23.3%) reported their parents
would disagree with the statement. Eight participants
(26.7%) reported their parents would neither agree nor
disagree with the statement. Two participants (6.7%)
reported their parents would agree with the statement. One
participant (3.3%) reported their parents would strongly
agree with the statement. One participant (3.3%) reported
they don't know whether or not their parents would agree or
disagree with the statement that they (youth) are a mess up.
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TABLE 39











St. dev. = 1.382
Three participants (10.0%) reported their parents would
strongly disagree with the statement that they (youth) break
rules. Five participants (16.7%) reported their parents
would disagree with the statement that they (youth) break
rules. Three participants (10.0%) reported their parents
would neither agree nor disagree with the statement. Eleven
participants (36.7%) reported their parents would agree with
the statement that they (youth) break rules. Seven
participants (23.3%) reported their parents would strongly
agree with the statement that they (youth) break rules. One
participant (3.3%) reported they didn't know how their
parents would respond to the question of whether or not they
(youth) break rules.
TABLE 40











St. dev. = 1.557
Five participants (16.7%) reported their parents would
strongly disagree that they (youth) have a lot of personal
problems. Five participants (16.7%) reported their parents
would disagree with the statement. Five participants
(16.7%) reported their parents would neither agree nor
disagree with the statement that they (youth) have a lot of
personal problems. Nine participants (30.0%) reported their
parents would agree with the statement. Three participants
(10.0%) reported their parents would strongly agree with the
statement that they (youth) have a lot of personal problems.
Three participant (10.0%) reported they didn't )cnow how
their parents would respond to the statement that they
(youth) have a lot of personal problems.
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TABLE 41











St. dev. = 1.363
Three participants (10.0%) reported their parents would
strongly disagree with the statement that they (youth) get
into trouble. Three participants (10.0%) reported their
parents would disagree with the statement. Four
participants (13.3%) reported their parents would neither
agree nor disagree with the statement that they (youth) get
into trouble. Ten participants (33.3%) reported their
parents would agree with the statement. Nine participants
(30.0%) reported their parents would strongly agree with the
statement that they (youth) get into trouble. One
participant (3.3%) reported they didn't know how their















St. dev. = 1.495
Four participant (13.3%) reported their parents would
strongly disagree with the statement that they (youth) break
the law. Three participants (10.0%) reported theit parents
would disagree with the statement. Two participants (6.7%)
reported their parents would neither agree nor disagree with
the statement that they (youth) break the law. Eight
participant (26.7%) reported their parents would agree with
the statement. Twelve participants (40.0%) reported their
parents would strongly agree with the statement that they
(youth) break the law. One participant reported they didn't
know how their parents would respond to the statement of
whether or not they (youth) break the law.
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TABLE 43










St. dev. = .928
One participant (3.3%) reported that their parents would
strongly approve of them selling hard drugs. One
participant (3.3%) reported that their parents would neither
approve nor disapprove of them selling hard drugs. Seven
participants (23.3%) reported that their parents would
disapprove of them selling hard drugs. Nineteen
participants (63.3%) reported that their parents would
strongly disapprove of them selling hard drugs. Two
participants (6.7%) reported that they didn't know how their
parents would respond if they sold hard drugs.
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TABLE 44
HOW WOULD YOUR PARENTS REACT





Neither approve or dis. 13.3
Disapprove 16.7
Strongly disapprove 56.7
Don' t )cnow 3.3
100.0
mean = 4.267
St. dev. = 1.172
One participant (3.3%) reported their parents would strongly
approve of them using marijuana or hashish. Two
participants (6.7%) reported their parents would approve of
them using marijuana or hashish. Four participants (13.3%)
reported their parents would neither approve nor disapprove
of them using marijuana or hashish. Five participants
(16.7%) reported their parents would disapprove of them
using marijuana or hashish. Seventeen participants (56.7%)
reported their parents would strongly disapprove of them
using marijuana or hashish. One participant (3.3%) reported
they didn't Icnow how their parents would respond.
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TABLE 45
HOW WOULD YOUR PATENTS REACT IF YOU









St. dev. = .884
One participant (3.3%) reported that their parents would
strongly approve of them stealing something worth more than
$50. Eight participants (26.7%) reported that their parents
would disapprove of them stealing something worth more than
$50. Nineteen participants (63.3%) reported that their
parents would strongly disapprove of them stealing something
worth more than $50. Two participants (6.7%) reported that
they didn't Icnow how their parents would respond.
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TABLE 46
HOW WOULD YOUR PARENTS REACT IF YOU HIT
OR THREATENED TO HIT SOMEBODY FOR NO REASON
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = .606
One participant (3.3%) reported that their parents would
neither approve nor disapprove of them threatening or
hitting somebody for no reason. Nine participants (30.0%)
reported that their parents would disapprove of them hitting
somebody for no reason. Nineteen participants (63.3%)
reported that their parents would strongly disapprove of
them hitting somebody for no reason. One participant (3.3%)
















St. dev. = 1.251
Two participants (6.7%)reported that their parents would
strongly approve if they were to use alcohol. One
participant (3.3%) reported that their parents would approve
if they were to use alcohol. Four participants (13.3%)
reported that their parents would neither approve nor
disapprove of them using alcohol. Five participants (16.7%)
reported that their parents would disapprove of them using
alcohol. Seventeen participants (56.7%) reported that their
parents would strongly disapprove of them using alcohol.
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TABLE 48
HOW WOULD YOUR PARENTS REACT IF YOU











St. dev. = .809
One participant (3.3%) reported that their parents would
approve of them purposely damaging property. One
participant (3.3%) reported that their parents would neither
approve nor disapprove of them purposely damaging property.
Eight participants (26.7%) reported that their parents would
disapprove of them purposely damaging property for no
reason. Eighteen participants (60.0%) reported that their
parents would strongly disapprove of them purposely damaging
property for no reason. Two participants (6.7%) reported
that they didn't know how their parents would respond.
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TABLE 49










St. dev. = 1.295
Ten participants (33.3%) reported that their friends would
strongly approve of them selling hard drugs. Nine
participants (30.0%) reported that their friends would
approve of them selling hard drugs. Four participants
(13.3%) reported that their friends would neither approve
nor disapprove of them selling hard drugs. Five
participants (16.7%) reported that their friends would
disapprove of them selling hard drugs. Two participants
(6.7%) reported that their friends would strongly disapprove
of them selling hard drugs.
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TABLE 50











St. dev. = 1.291
Nine participants (30.0%) reported that their friends would
strongly approve of them using marijuana. Eleven
participants (36.7%) reported that their friends would
approve of them using marijuana. Five participants (16.7%)
reported that their friends would neither approve nor
disapprove of them using marijuana. Three participants
(10.0%) reported that their friends would disapprove of them
using marijuana. One participant (3.3%) reported that their
friends would strongly disapprove of them using marijuana.
One participant (3.3%) reported that they didn't know how
their friends would respond.
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TABLE 51
HOW WOULD YOUR CLOSE FRIENDS REACT IF YOU










St. dev. = 1.455
Ten participants (33.3%) reported that their friends would
strongly approve of them stealing something worth more than
$50. Eight participants (26.7%) reported that their friends
would approve of them stealing something worth more than
$50. Five participants (16.7%) reported that their friends
would neither approve nor disapprove of them stealing
something worth more than $50. Five participants (16.7%)
reported that their friends would disapprove of them
stealing something worth more than $50. Two participants




HOW WOULD YOUR CLOSE FRIENDS REACT IF YOU HIT










St. dev. = 1.280
Seven participants (23.3%) reported that their friends would
strongly approve if they hit or threatened to hit somebody
without a reason. Eleven participants (36.7%) reported that
their friends would approve if they hit or threatened to hit
somebody without a reason. Five participants (16.7%)
reported that their friends would neither approve nor
disapprove if they threatened to hit somebody without a
reason. Four participants (13.3%) reported that their
friends would disapprove if they hit or threatened to hit
somebody without a reason. Three participants (10.0%)
reported that they didn’t know how their friends would
respond to the question.
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TABLE 53










St. dev. = 1.236
Ten participants (33.3%) reported that their friends would
strongly approve of them using alcohol. Eight participants
(26.7%) reported that their friends would approve of them
using alcohol. Seven participants (23.3%) reported that
their friends would neither approve nor disapprove of them
using alcohol. Three participants (10.0%) reported that
their friends would disapprove of them using alcohol. Two
participants (6.7%) reported that their friends would
strongly disapprove of them using alcohol.
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TABLE 54
HOW WOULD YOUR CLOSE FRIENDS REACT IF YOU PRESSURED










St. dev. = 1.450
Three participants (10.0%) reported that their friends would
strongly approve of them pressuring or forcing somebody to
have sex. Eight participants (26.7%) reported that their
friends would approve of them pressuring or forcing somebody
to have sex. Four participants (13.3%) reported that their
friends would neither approve nor disapprove of them
pressuring or forcing somebody to have sex. Five
participants (16.7%) reported that their friends would
disapprove of them pressuring or forcing somebody to have
sex. Ten participants (33.3%) reported that their friends
would strongly disapprove of them pressuring or forcing
somebody to have sex.
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TABLE 55
HOW WOULD YOUR CLOSE FRIENDS











St. dev. = 1.486
Five participants (16.7%) reported their friends would
strongly approve if they purposely damaged property. Nine
participants (30.0%) reported their friends would approve of
them purposely damaging property. Four participants (13.3%)
reported their friends would neither approve nor disapprove
of them purposely damaging property. Six participants
(20.0%) reported their friends would disapprove of them
purposely damaging property. Five participants (16.7%)
reported their friends would strongly disapprove of them
purposely damaging property. One participant (3.3%)
reported they didn't know how their friends would respond.
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TABLE 56
HOW WOULD CLOSE FRIENDS REACT IF YOU










St. dev. = 1.348
Four participants (13.3%) reported that their friends would
strongly approve of them deliberately injuring their
girlfriends. Four participants (13.3%) reported that their
friends would approve of them deliberately injuring their
girlfriends. Eight participants (26.7%) reported that their
friends would neither approve nor disapprove of them
deliberately injuring their girlfriends. Seven participants
(23.3%) reported that their friends would disapprove of them
deliberately injuring their girlfriends. Four participants
(13.3%) reported that their friends would strongly
disapprove of them deliberately injuring their girlfriends.
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TABLE 57










St. dev. = 1.337
Six participants (20.0%) reported that their friends would
strongly approve of them breaking into a vehicle. Five
participants (16.7%) reported that their friends would
approve of them breaking into a vehicle. Eight participants
(26.7%) reported that their friends would neither approve
nor disapprove of them breaking into a vehicle. Seven
participants (23.3%) reported that their friends would
disapprove of them breaking into a vehicle. Four
participants (13.3%) reported that their friends would
strongly disapprove of them breaking into a vehicle.
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TABLE 58
HOW WRONG IS IT TO DAMAGE OR DESTROY PROPERTY
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = .884
One participant (3.3%) reported that it wasn't wrong at all
to damage or destroy property. Five participants (16.7%)
reported that it was a little wrong to damage or destroy
property. Seven participants (23.3%) reported that it was
wrong to damage or destroy property. Seventeen participants




HOW WRONG IS IT TO USE MARIJUANA
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = 1.172
Four participants (13.3%) reported that it was not wrong at
all to use marijuana. Seven participants (23.3%) reported
that it was a little wrong to use marijuana. Two
participants (6.7%) reported that it was wrong to use
marijuana. Seventeen participants (56.7%) reported that it
was very wrong to use marijuana.
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TABLE 60
HOW WRONG IS IT TO STEAL SOMETHING WORTH LESS THAN $5
(N=30)
Percent







St. dev. = 1.038
Three participants (10.0%) reported that they felt that it
was not wrong at all to steal something worth less than $5.
Five participants (16.7%) reported that it was a little
wrong to steal something worth less than $5. Eight
participants (26.7%) reported that it was wrong to steal
something less than $5. Eleven participants (36.7%)
reported that it was very wrong to steal something worth
less than $5. Three participants (10.0%) didn't respond.
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TABLE 61
HOW WRONG IS IT TO STEAL SOMETHING WORTH MORE THAN $50
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = .923
Two participants (6.7%) reported that is was not wrong at
all to steal something worth more than $50. Five
participants (16.7%) reported that it was a little wrong to
steal something worth more than $50. Eleven participants
(36.7%) reported that it was wrong to steal something worth
more than $50. Twelve participants (40.0%) reported that it
was very wrong to steal something worth more than $50.
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TABLE 62
HOW WRONG IS IT FOR SOMEONE YOUR AGE TO USE ALCOHOL
(N=30)
Percent







Four participants (13.3%) reported that it wasn't wrong at
all for somebody their age to use alcohol. Nine
participants (30.0%) reported that it was a little wrong to
use alcohol. Four participants (13.3%) reported that it was
wrong to use alcohol at their age. Twelve participants
(40.0%) reported that it was very wrong for somebody their
age to use alcohol. One participant (3.3%) didn't respond.
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TABLE 63
HOW WRONG IS IT TO SELL HARD DRUGS
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = 1.053
Three participants (10.0%) reported that it wasn't wrong at
all to sell hard drugs. Five participants (16.7%) reported
that it was a little wrong to sell hard drugs. Six
participants (20.0%) reported that it was wrong to sell hard
drugs. Sixteen participants (53.3%) reported that it was
very wrong to sell hard drugs.
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TABLE 64
HOW WRONG IS IT TO GIVE OR
SELL ALCOHOL TO KIDS UNDER 18
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = 1.015
Two participants (6.7%) reported that it was not at all
wrong to give or sell alcohol to kids under 18. Six
participants (20.0%) reported that it was a little wrong to
give alcohol to kids under 18. Four participants (13.3%)
reported that it was wrong to give alcohol to kids under 18.
Eighteen participants (60.0%) reported that it was very
wrong to give alcohol to kids under 18.
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TABLE 65
HOW WRONG IS IT TO ATTACK SOMEONE
WITH THE IDEA OF SERIOUSLY HURTING OR KILLING THEM
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = 1.102
Four participants (13.3%) reported that it wasn't wrong at
all to attack someone with the intent of seriously harming
or killing them. Two participants (6.7%) reported that it
was a little wrong to attack someone with the intent of
seriously harming them. Two participants (6.7%) reported
that it was wrong to attack someone with the intent of
seriously harming them. Twenty two participants (73.3%)
reported that it was very wrong to attack someone with the
intent of seriously harming or killing them.
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TABLE 66
HOW WRONG IS IT TO USE FORCE TO GET
MONEY OR THINGS FROM OTHER PEOPLE
(N=30)
Percent






St. dev. = .952
Two participants (6.7%) reported that it was not at all
wrong to use force to get money or things from people. Four
participants (13.3%) reported that it was a little wrong to
use force to get money or things from other people. Seven
participants (23.3%) reported that it was wrong to use force
to get money and things from other people. Seventeen
participants (56.7%) reported that it was very wrong to use
force to get money and things from other people.
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TABLE 67




None of them 10.0
Few of them 26.7
Some of them 33.3
Most of them 16.7
All of them 13.3
100.0
mean = 2.967
St. dev. = 1.189
Three participants (10.0%) reported that none of their
friends destroy property. Eight participants (26.7%)
reported that a few of their friends destroyed property.
Ten participants (33.3%) reported that some of their friends
destroyed property. Five participants (16.7%) reported that
most of their friends destroyed property. Four participants




HOW MANY OF YOUR CLOSE FRIENDS USE MARIJUANA
(N=30)
Percent
None of them 6.7
Some of them 30.0
Most of them 16.7




St. dev. = 1.232
Two participants (6.7%) reported that none of their friends
used marijuana. Nine participants (30.0%) reported that some
of their friends used marijuana. Five participants (16.7%)
reported that most of their friends used marijuana. Thirteen
participants (43.3%) reported that all of their friends used
marijuana. One participant (3.3%) didn't Jcnow the answer.
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TABLE 69
HOW MANY CLOSE FRIENDS STOLE
SOMETHING LESS THAN $5
(N=30)
Percent
None of them 16.7
Few of them 16.7
Some of them 30.0
Most of them 20.0
All of them 16.7
100.0
mean = 3.033
St. dev. = 1.326
Five participants (16.7%) reported that none of their
friends stole something less than $5. Five participants
(16.7%) reported that a few of their friends stole something
less than $5. Nine participants (30.0%) reported that some
of their friends stole something less than $5. Six
participants (20.0%) reported that most of their friends
stole something less than $5. Five participants (16.7%)




HOW MANY OF YOUR CLOSE FRIENDS
HAVE BROKEN INTO A VEHICLE
(N=30)
Percent
None of them 13.3
Few of them 23.3
Some of them 33.3
Most of them 13.3
All of them 16.7
100.0
mean = 2.967
St. dev. = 1.273
Four participants (13.3%) reported that none of their close
friends broke into a vehicle within the past three years.
Seven participants (23.3%) reported that a few of their
close friends broke into a vehicle within the past three
years. Ten participants (33.3%) reported that some of their
friends broke into a vehicle within the past three years.
Four participants (13.3%) reported that most of their
friends broke into a vehicle within the past three years.
Five participants (16.7%) reported that all of their friends
broke into a vehicle within the past three years.
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TABLE 71
HOW MANY CLOSE FRIENDS SOLD HARD DRUGS
(N=30)
Percent
None of them 13.3
Few or them 6.7
Some of them 20.0
Most of them 30.0




St. dev. = 1.404
Four participants (13.3%) reported that none of their
friends sold drugs within the last three years. Two
participants (6.7%) reported that a few of their friends
sold drugs within the last three years. Six participants
(20.0%) reported that some of their friends sold drugs
within the last three years. Nine participants (30.0%)
reported that most of their friends sold drugs within the
last three years. Eight participants (26.7%) reported that
all of their friends sold drugs within the last three years.
One participant (3.3%) reported that they didn't Icnow the
answer to the question.
TABLE 72
HOW MANY CLOSE FRIENDS SUGGESTED THAT
YOU DO SOMETHING AGAINST THE LAW
(N=30)
Percent
None of them 16.7
Few of them 16.7
Some of them 13.3
Most of them 26.7
All of them 26.7
100.0
mean = 3.300
St. dev. = 1.466
Five participants (16.7%) reported that none of their
friends suggested that they do something against the law
Five participants (16.7%) reported that a few of their
friends suggested that they do something against the law
Four participants (13.3%) reported that some of their
friends suggested that they do something against the law
Eight participants (26.7%) reported that most of their
friends suggested that they do something against the law
Eight participants (26.7%) reported that all of their
friends suggested that they do something against the law
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TABLE 73
HOW MANY CLOSE FRIENDS FORCED SOMEONE TO HAVE SEX
(N=30)
Percent
None of them 53.3
Few of them 16.7
Some of them 10.0
Most of them 10.0




St. dev. = 1.570
Sixteen participants (53.3%) reported that none of their
friends forced anybody to have sex within the last three
years. Five participants (16.7%) reported that a few of
their friends forced someone to have sex within the last
three years. Three participants (10.0%) reported that some
of their friends forced someone to have sex within the last
three years. Three participants (10.0%) reported that most
of their friends forced someone to have sex within the last
three years. One participant (3.3%) reported that all of
their friends have forced someone to have sex within the
last three years. Two participants (6.7%) reported that
they didn't Icnow the answer.
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TABLE 74
HOW MANY CLOSE FRIENDS HAVE STOLEN
SOMETHING WORTH MORE THAN $50
(N=30)
Percent
None of them 6.7
Few of them 26.7
Some of them 26.7
Most of them 30.0
All of them 10.0
100.0
mean = 3.100
St. dev. = 1.125
Two participants (6.7%) reported that none of their friends
have stolen something worth more than $50 within the last
three years. Eight participants (26.7%) reported that a few
of their friends have stolen something worth more than $50
within the last three years. Eight participants (26.7%)
reported that some of their friends have stolen something
worth more than $50 within the last three years. Nine
participants (30.0%) reported that most of their friends
have stolen something worth more that $50 within the last
three years. Three participants (10.0%) reported that all
of their friends have stolen something worth more than $50
within the last three years.
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The next set of tables are the T-Tests that were used
to test the null hypothesis; There is no significant




PEER ATTACHMENT AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
(N=30)
DV: Juvenile Delinquency DF T-VALUE
Qll. How many hours per week
did you spend with friends
26.98 -3.65*
Q17 How much stress and
pressure has there been in
your relationship with friends
15.24 3.05*
Q12 How much have friends
influenced what you thought
26.25 2.38*
p = .05
Group one was composed of participants who had little or no
attachment to their peer group. Group two was composed of
participants who had an attachment to their peer group. The
T-Test findings demonstrated a statistically significant
difference between the two groups in relation to the




PEER ATTACHMENT AND JUVENILE DELINQUENT
(N=30)
DV; Juvenile Delinquency DF T-VALUE
Q14 How important is it to
have a group of friends
24.88 2.35*
Q16 To what extent do you
and friends share same interest
24.70 4.01*
Q15 How satisfied are you with
your group of friends
20.49 2.15*
Q13 Would you like to be the kind
of person your closest friend is
10.56 -2.70*
p = .05
Group one was composed of participants who had little or no
attachment to their peer group. Group two was composed of
participants who had an attachment to their peer group. The
T-Test findings demonstrated a statistically significant
difference between the two groups in relation to the
variables; therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Four main factors influence the possibilities of a
juvenile engaging in delinquent activities. First, the
juvenile must associate with a delinquent peer group. The
frequency, intensity and duration of that relationship are
three factors that impact the possibilities of that youth
engaging in delinquent behavior. The Differential
Association Theory says that the longer the time frame that
the juvenile spends with his delinquent group, the greater
the chances are that he will engage in delinquent
activities. According to social learning theories, that
juvenile then will internalize these delinquent values.^
Another explanation of delinquent activities among peer
groups may be explained by Thrasher's macro level of gang
development.2 He suggested that because of the lacking male
figure in the household, the juvenile engages in behavior
that they may feel that best emulates male behavior. This
^Velmer Burton et al., "The Impact of Parental Control
on Delinquency," Journal of Criminal Justice 21 (1995):
111-126.
^Jeffrey Walker et al., "The Evolution of Gang
Formation: Potentially Delinquent Activity and Gang
Involvement," Journal of Gang Research 2 (1993): 39-48.
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behavior then may be translated into delinquent or criminal
activity.
In incorporating Sutherland's theory of Differential
Association, scales from the National Youth Survey that
measure peer attachment were used. One of the first
questions that was used was: "When you stay at home, is
there a group of friends that you hang with?" The majority
of the participants reported that did have a group of
friends that they associated with.
In examining the scales for frequency, intensity and
duration of peer relationships, almost all of the
participants reported that they spent three to five weekday
afternoons with their friends. About three-fourths of the
participants reported that they spent quite a bit to a great
deal of time with their friends on weekends. On the
intensity scale of peer attachment, approximately one-third
of the participants reported that their friends had a strong
influence on what the had thought and done.
A little over one-fourth of the participants reported
that they thought it was significantly important to have a
group of friends and to be included in their activities.
The participants who reported that it is important to have
friends, and were influenced by their actions, may be prone
to engaging in delinquent activities just to be a part of
the crowd. These individuals probably would not give much
consideration for the consequences of their actions. As a
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result of their association with delinquent groups, they
would more than likely internalize delinquent values.
More than half of the participants reported that they
shared most interests with their friends. For this section
of the sample population, it is highly likely that these
individuals already had delinquent values. They were
probably attracted to their group of friends based on the
activities that they had a preference in engaging in.
Half of the sample population reported that there was
a significant amount of stress in their relationship with
friends. This stress may have resulted from their friends
pressuring them into activities that they may not have felt
comfortable with. These respondents could have been in the
early stages of acquiring delinquent values. The stress
that they were feeling may have been related to the
rearranging of their value system to accommodate their
delinquent friends.
In discussion of warmth and affection among peer
groups, approximately half of the respondents reported that
their friends showed them a significant amount of affection.
About half of the population reported that their delinquent
group showed them a significant amount of emotional support.
Approximately one-fourth of the participants reported that
their peer group didn't show a significant amount of warmth
and emotional support. For this segment of the population,
the youth may have associated for survival purposes only.
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Over half of the sample population reported that they
got very little to some support and encouragement from
friends. A good follow up question would have been, "For
those who don't feel that there is much warmth,
encouragement and support among your group of friends, why
do you associate with them?" This is an area that the
instrument failed to measure.
There was no significant difference in comparing how
much parents have influenced the juvenile versus how much
the juvenile's peers have influenced him. There also was no
real significant difference between the level of
satisfaction of parents versus the level of satisfaction
with friends. The only difference in comparing the youth's
family with the youth's friends was that the youth have been
spending more time with their friends than with family
members.
According to the data that was gathered from this
study, the majority of the participants' friends were
delinquent. They spent a significant amount of time with
their friends. The likelihood that they engaged in
delinquent activities with them is very high. The fact that
they were already incarcerated also is supportive of their
involvement in delinquent activities. Differential
Association appeared to be consistent with the findings
among those individuals who spent a great portion of their
time with friends. A significant relationship was found
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between peer attachment and juvenile delinquency, therefore
the null hypothesis was rejected.
Limitations of the Study
The first limitation of the study was the population.
The sample only used thirty subjects in the study. The size
of the population was too small to make overall
generalizations about peer attachment. Secondly, all of the
subjects were male. The study gave no implications of
delinquency and peer attachment among the female population.
Another limitation, was that the study only focused on peer
attachment in the delinquent population. It would
present a more generalized explanation of peer attachment
and delinquent behaviors if an "honest population" was used
and isolated in the study.
Another limitation of the study is that it didn't
acknowledge any possible childhood trauma, such as child
abuse that could have presented potential beginnings of
dysfunctional behavior. The study was only able to identify
the youth's perception of his influence from family and
friends. The youth may not actually be aware, or willing to




More research needs to be done on the interaction
between the youth and their delinquent group that actually
leads to delinquent activity. A fundamental question that
needs further exploring is "What are the circumstances that
make delinquent occurrences possible among a group of
juveniles?" Another question that needs exploration is "Why
does a juvenile associate himself with a group of friends
that are not emotionally supportive and don't show warmth or
affection toward them?" More research also needs to be
focused on the peer attachment relationship among delinquent
female groups, and possibly comparing the differences
between male and female delinquent groups.
Implications for Social Work Practice
The problem of juvenile delinquency can result from
failure of various institutional and interpersonal systems.
Today, in more families, both the mother and the father are
in the work place. This can have a devastating effect on
the children. Children are not receiving the time and
attention that is needed from their parents. In many cases
the youth may be a part of a broken home, where there is no
father figure to pose as the male role model. In this case
the child is left to find and devise their own definition of
what it means to be a man.
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The point where society is at, is identifying that
juvenile delinquency is a problem. It is an escalating
problem with no surface solution. The problem is being
covered every time a juvenile is arrested, put in juvenile
detention, gets out, and then recidivates. The problem does
not effectively address the needs of the troubled youth.
The problem does not attempt to answer the question of why
the juveniles are acting out against society. For
delinquency prevention to be efficient, this question needs
consideration, and further explanation.
In exploration of the family, a juvenile delinquent can
be a function of a family problem. This family may be
lacking the structured environment that a child needs while
growing up. For whatever reason this structured environment
exists, this family should have access to family therapy,
or other programs designed in aiding families when help is
needed. The parents may need parenting classes to help them
better themselves as parents. They may possibly need job
retraining to enable them to get a better paying job. This
will then enable them to spend more time with their
children.
The family is not all that is responsible for the
children. It also is a community responsibility. The
community should take on a proactive role in the
understanding of delinquency. With this understanding, must
come a means of prevention. The communities can start by
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getting out of their air conditioned houses, and taking the
time to get to know their neighbors. In areas where there
is high crime rate, it only occurs because the community
allows it to happen.
In these neighborhoods, social workers and other
community leaders need to advocate for community social
programs within the neighborhoods. These programs should be
designed in keeping families together and keeping the
juveniles away from delinquent activities. A school, or a
recreational center could be used to hold these programs on
given days. The programs could consist of family therapy,
parenting classes, job training, recreational activities,
mentoring programs, etc. These programs should be geared
towards bringing the family, and or bringing friends
together in activities that they can share, and be proud of
together.
Juvenile delinquency is only a small dimension of a
societal problem. As a social worker, one must have an
understanding of the delinquency problem as a systems
failure. The worker then must advocate for change in their
community. To help disengage the problem of juvenile
delinquency, the family, and community system must be
organized in a way that it can live in harmony together.
Juveniles shouldn't have to learn to hate, to envy, and
to distrust. These all are traits that were learned from
environmental influences. The juveniles must be taught
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about values, self esteem, and the value of working together
as a community. Until these are values that are cherished
as a society, juvenile delinquency will remain a problem.
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APPENDIX A
Hello, my name is William Boddie, I am a graduate
student at Clark Atlanta University. Currently I am
conducting research on peer relationships. Your
participation in this study is optional, but appreciated.
In responding to these questions, please be sure not to
include your name or any identifying marks on the
questionnaire forms. All information that is obtained from
these surveys will only be used for the purpose of research,
and will remain confidential. When the data is collected
from these surveys, the questionnaires will be destroyed.
When filing out the surveys, on certain questions, you
will notice a statement and a list of questions under that
statement. Please circle the number that best describes
your answer. For an example, a question may ask how much do
you agree with this statement: I enjoy school, the number 4
may represent strongly agree, number 3 may represent agree,
the number 2 may represent disagree, and the number 1 may
represent strongly disagree. Please answer all questions
honestly. If you don't understand a question, please ask me
for clarification. I thank you for your cooperation, and
willingness to participate in this study.
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APPENDIX B
1. How old are you?
2. Sex: (1) ^Male (2) ^Female
3. What grade are you in?
4. Which one of these groups best describes you?
(1) Anglo or White (6) Chicano
(2) Blaclc (7) Native American
(3) Hispanic (8) Asian
(4) Mexican-American (9) Puerto Rican
(5) Spanish-American (10) Other Specify
What
(1)




(2) $8,000-$12,000 (5) $24,000-$30,000
(3) $12,000-$18,000 (6) $30,000 and above
6. Who do you live with at your permanent address?
(PLEASE MARK AS MANY AS APPLIES)
(1) Mother and Father
(2) Mother only
(3) Father only
(4) Mother and Stepfather






7. When you stayed at home, did you have a particular group
of friends that you would hang out with?
(1) No (2) Yes
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8. On Average, how many weekday afternoons, Monday through
Friday, would you spend with your friends?
0 1 2 3 4 5
9. On Average, how many weekday evenings, Monday through
Friday, from dinnertime to bedtime did you spend with
your friends?
0 1 2 3 4 5
10. On the weekends, how much time did you generally spend
with your friends?
A Great Deal Quite A Bit Some Not Too Much Very Little
5 4 3 2 1
11. On average, how many hours per week did you spend with
friends? hours
12. How much have your friends influenced what you've
thought and done?
A Great Deal Quite A Bit Some Not Too Much Very Little
5 4 3 2 1
13. Would you like to be the kind of person your closest
friend is?
In All Ways In Most Ways In Some Ways In a Few Ways Not at All
5 4 3 2 1
14. How important is it for you to have a group of friends
and be included in their activities?
Very Pretty Somewhat Not too Not Important
Important Important Important Important at All
5 4 3 2 1
15. All things considered, how satisfied have you been with
your group of friends?
Very Somewhat Neither Satisfied Somewhat Very
Satisfied Satisfied Nor Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
5 4 3 2 1
To what extent have you and your friends shared the same
interests and activities?
Share All Share Most Share Some Share a Few Share No
Interests/ Interests/ Interests/ Interests/ Interests/
Activities Activities Activities Activities Activities
5 4 3 2 1
16.
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17. How much stress or pressure has there been in your
relationship with your friends?
A Great Quite Not Too
Deal a Bit Some Much Very Little
5 4 3 2 1
18. How much warmth and affection have you received from
your friends?
A Great Quite Not Too
Deal a Bit Some Much Very Little
5 4 3 2 1
19. How much support and encouragement have you received
from your friends?
A Great Quite Not Too
Deal a Bit Some Much Very Little
5 4 3 2 1















21. How often have you taken part in family activities such
as birthday parties, holiday dinners, and traditional
times?
Never Once or twice 3 or 4 times Monthly Weekly
5 4 3 2 1
22. How long did you live with your family, meaning your
parents, brothers and sisters? years
23. months
24. During the months that you were not living with your
family in the past year, how often have you been in
touch with your family through phone calls, letters,
or visits?
More than
Never Once or twice 3 or 4 times Monthly Weekly once a week
5 4 3 2 1 6
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25. How much have your parents influenced what you'' ve
thought and done?
A Great Quite Not Too
Deal a Bit Some Much Very Little
5 4 3 2 1
26. How important have the things you'' ve done with your
family been to you?
Very Pretty Somewhat Not too Not Important
Important Important Important Important at All
5 4 3 2 1
27. Overall, how satisfied have you been with your
relationship with your parents?
Very Scmewhat Neither Satisfied Somewhat Very
Satisfied Satisfied Nor Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
5 4 3 2 1
«00CN Think of your relationship with your parents. How much
stress or• pressure has there been in this area of your
life?
A Great Quite Not Too
Deal a Bit Some Much Very Little
5 4 3 2 1
29. On the average, how many weekday afternoons, Monday
through Friday, do you spend playing, talking, or
working with members of your family?
0 1 2 3 4 5
30. On the average, how many weekday evenings, Monday
through Friday, do you spend playing, talking, or
working with family members?
0 1 2 3 4 5
31. On the weekends, how much time have you generally spent














32. Sometimes it's necessary to lie to your parents in
order to keep their trust.
strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1
33. It's okay to lie if it keeps your friends out of
trouble.
strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree
5 4 3 2 1
34. It may be necessary to break some of your parents'
rules in order to keep some of your friends.
strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Agree Agree nor Disagree Disagree Disagree


















How much would your
parents aaree that you...
35. Are well liked 5 4 3 2 1
——
36. need help 5 4 3 2 1 _
37. are a bad
person 5 4 3 2 1
38. are a mess up 5 4 3 2 1 —
39. break rules 5 4 3 2 1
40. have a lot o£
personal problems 5 4 3 2 1
41. get into trouble 5 4 3 2 1 —
42. do things that are














How much would your
carents react if you. ..
43. Sold hard drugs
such as heroin,
cocaine eutd LSD? 5 4 3 2 1
44. Used marijuana
or hashish? 5 4 3 2 1
45. Stole something
worth more than $50 5 4 3 2 1
46. Hit or threatened
to hit someone
without any reason? 5 4 3 2 1




belong to you? 5 4 3 2 1
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strongly Neither
Dis- Dis- Approve nor Strongly
Approve approve Disapprove Approve APBCOVe
How much would your
close frlenda react if you...
49. Sold hard drugs
such as heroin,
cocaine and LSD? 543 2 1
50. Used marijuana
or hashish? 543 2 1
51. Stole SCTnething
worth more than $50543 2 1
52. Hit or threatened
to hit someone
without any reason?543 2 1
53. Used alcohol? 543 2 154.Pressured or forced
someone to do more
sexually than he/
she wanted to do? 543 2 155.Purposely damaged
or destroyed
property that didn't
belong to you? 543 2 156.Deliberately injured
your spouse or girl
friend, e.g., hit,















How wrong !• it for
•omaon* your ago to...
58. Purposely damage or destroy
property that does not
belong to you? 4 3 2 1
59. Use marijuana or hashish? 4 3 2 1
60. Steal something worth less
tlian $5? 4 3 2 1
61. Steal something worth more
than $50? 4 3 2 1
62. Dse alcohol? 4 3 2 1
63. Sell hard drugs such as
heroin, cocaine and LSD? 4 3 2 1
64. Give or sell alcohol to
kids under 18? 4 3 2 1
65. Attack someone with the
idea of seriously hurting
or killing them? 4 3 2 1
66. Dse force (strongarming)
to get money or things from


















During tha last thraa
yaars, how many of
vour elosa frlands
hava . . .
67. Purposely damaged
or destroyed property
that did not belong
to them? 5 4 3 2 1
68. Used marijuana or
hashish? 5 4 3 2 1
69. Stolen scanethlng
worth less than $5 5 4 3 2 1
70. Broken into a vehicle
or building to steal
something? 5 4 3 2 1
71. Sold hard drugs such
as heroin, cocaine
or LSD? 5 4 3 2 1
72. Suggested that you
do something against
the law? 5 4 3 2 1
73. Pressured or forced
someone to do more
sexually than he/she
wanted to do? 5 4 3 2 1
74. Stole something worth
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